The mother [of the seven sons being executed by Antiochus Epiphanes] was especially admirable and worthy of honorable remembrance, for she watched the death of seven sons in the course of a single day, and endured it resolutely because of her hopes in the Lord. Indeed she encouraged each of them in the language of their ancestors; filled with noble conviction, she reinforced her womanly argument with manly courage, saying to them: "I do not know how you appeared in my womb; it was not I who endowed you with breath and life, I had not the shaping of your every part. It is the Creator of the world, ordaining the process of man's birth and presiding over the origin of all things, who in His mercy will most surely give you back both breath and life, since you now despise your own existence for the sake of his laws." [And to the youngest of her sons she continued:] "My son, have pity on me; I carried you nine months in my womb and suckled you three years, fed you and reared you to the age you are now and cherished you. I implore you, my child, observe heaven and earth, consider all that is in them, and acknowledge that God made them out of what did not exist, and that mankind comes into being in the same way "
Finally, in its own way the Book of Ecclesiastes (11:5) emphasizes the mystery of the beginning of human life: "Just as you do not know the way of the wind or the mysteries of a woman with child, no more can you know the work of God who is behind it all." I have entitled this article "The Wonder of Myself' (Ps 139:14), a wonder that includes within itself a proper respect and love for myself or for one's self. Implicit, too, in this wonder is included a recognition of and a respect and love for my fellowman. This fiillhearted wonder properly and solidly founded is what this article is all about. I am basing the article on our heavenly Father's truth as I understand it. And I shall openly think through this truth as our heavenly Father has communicated it to us. In the next three sections, therefore, I shall consider in order three witnesses: the living voice of our Father's creation; the living voice of our Father's revelation; the living voice of our Father's Church founded by our Lord Jesus Christ. It will be my purpose to show that these three witnesses are not in contradiction with one other, since they are all under the inspiration and guidance of the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of Truth, but that they confirm and complement one another. Vatican IFs Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World attests this (no. 36):
Therefore, if methodical investigation within every branch of learning is carried out in a genuinely scientific manner and in accord with moral norms, it never really conflicts with faith. For earthly matters and the concerns of the faith derive from the same God. Indeed, whoever labors to penetrate the secrets of reality with a humble and steady mind is, even unawares, being led by the hand of God, who holds all things in existence and gives them their identity.
THE LIVING VOICE OF OUR FATHER'S CREATION
With all the advances that have taken place in scientific studies of God's truth since the revelations in Scripture, many times it has been remarked how strange it is that the precise moment of each human person's entrance into and exit from life in this world remains somewhat locked away in mystery. I say "locked away" because these two moments are so important in the life of each individual that like precious jewels they seem to be specially protected by our heavenly Father. He seems to be saying to us: "I am reserving the secret of the precise moment of the beginning and end of your earthly existence because they are so precious in my own eyes that I want you to trust them completely to my care. Take care of the beginning of the life of another whom I have given to your care as though it were your own, trusting that I shall be actively and lovingly present there at that sacred moment. It is a most sacred commitment that I am entrusting to you. Prepare throughout your life for your own final moment, but again do so with loving trust that I shall be actively and lovingly present at that final sacred moment of your earthly existence."
In this discussion we are mainly concerned with the beginning of the life of others who have been given by our Father to our care. Modern molecular biology has not been able to remove all the mystery from the process of each individual man's origin. Is the precise moment of each human person's entrance as man into this world the precise moment of conception? The deeper one researches in the field of modern genetics, the more one finds that science inclines to give an affirmative answer to that question.
By conception is meant the process of union by which the parental cells (sperm and ovum) unite to become the first cell of a new individual. The action of uniting is not strictly instantaneous. It is rather a process. When we speak of "the moment of conception," we mean the precise time when the process is completed. Molecular biology teaches us that the sperm and the ovum normally meet in the Fallopian tube, which connects the ovary with the uterus. The ovum has been prepared and is pushed along the tube toward the uterus. The sperm that reaches it is one of the few that survive the trip through the oviduct from the vagina, through the uterus and into the tube. Millions of sperm must start the trip. Many, many sperm go right by, unattracted to the ovum. When a sperm is attracted to the ovum, a complex chemical interaction occurs.
The sperm upon reaching the outer membrane of the ovum finds that the ovum is not unresponsive. Rather, the ovum reacts by surrounding the sperm and helping it to come in. The genetic material brought by the sperm and the genetic material present in the ovum are in two individual packets. These move toward each other and unite, so that the full number of forty-six chromosomes is restored, twentythree from the mother's ovum and twenty-three from the father's sperm. The cell which results is in a full sense a fertilized ovum, but it is no longer merely an ovum. The fertilized ovum is called the zygote. Already it is a new individual; already it has the typical, unique set of chromosomes that belongs to each cell of the new, unique human body. Having derived half of its genetic make-up from each parent, the human zygote is unlike any cell that belongs to either the mother or the father. A totally new genetic package has been produced.
If we were asked through the help of science to point to a certain moment when the new individual begins to exist, we would point to the moment when the two individual genetic packets from the ovum and the sperm have completed the process of uniting with each other to form one whole, the totally new genetic package. This certainly has occurred before the first cell division; for in the first cell division each of the two new cells receives from the zygote by the normal process of mitosis a full complement of forty-six chromosomes.
The most momentous moment in the order of creation for any human being is the moment when he is called forth by our heavenly Father to be a unique person "in the image and likeness of God." If we understand at all what the scientists are telling us about ourselves and the evolving continuity of the process as one stage flows smoothly into the next from conception through the various stages immediately after conception through cleavage, morula, blastocyst, embryo, fetus, to infant, to child, we should try to see that the most miraculous moment is the moment of conception. It seems that that is the moment when our heavenly Father endows a new being with a human soul and a new unique person begins to exist.
The finally fertilized ovum differs vastly from the female ovum and the male sperm, especially in their chromosomal content. Another essential difference is that the ovum and sperm will inevitably die very soon, unless they are combined together in the process of fertilization. Separately these two do not have the power to reproduce themselves. The finally fertilized ovum or human zygote does have this power to reproduce itself.
Within the past thirty years molecular biology has made tremendous advances demonstrating that this newly formed zygote or living cell is not just a glob of human stuff but a complex, highly organized, dynamic, and unique individual entity. It is an already developing individual. It is already evolving into that adult human person it will one day be. In the understanding that hominization takes place immediately in the fertilized ovum, along with the human person the human body is also actually present, but only in an embryonic stage. It would also be accurate to speak of the fully formed adult human body as being virtually or potentially contained in the human zygote. With this understanding it would be incorrect to refer to the human body as being only virtually or potentially present in the zygote. The human body is actually present; the adult human body is potentially present.
The zygote has been called a blueprint of what the adult human person resulting from this cell will be. But it is not just a static blueprint of an object that must be constructed by others from external materials, as some comparably magnificent and beautiful architectural masterpiece is constructed from external materials by following the blueprint's markings. Rather, it is a dynamic blueprint which, if it receives the proper nourishment and suitable environment, grows and develops from the inside. So true is this that a published report based on the proceedings of the International Conference on Abortion sponsored by the Harvard Divinity School and the Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr. Foundation, September 6-8, 1967, expresses one of the Conference's scientific conclusions as follows: "The potential for future development is as great in the fertilized egg as in the blastocyst, as in the embryo, as in the fetus, as in the premature, as in the infant, as in the child" (p. 39). What the molecular biologists are telling us today is that there is no qualitative difference between the life at conception and at the other stages of development including the birth of the newly-born infant. Paul Ramsey expresses substantially the same conclusion when he writes:
In a remarkable way, modern genetics also teaches that there are "formal causes," immanent principles, or constitutive elements long before there is any shape or motion or discernible size. These minute formal elements are already determining the organic life to be the uniquely individual human being it is to be. According to this present-day scientific equivalent of the doctrine that the soul is the "form" or immanent entelechy of the body, it can now be asserted for the first time in the history of "scientific" speculation upon this question that who one is and is to be is present from the moment the ovum is impregnated.
Helmut Thielicke puts it this way:
We have seen that.. .a conflict can arise within the order of creation itself, in the sense that one side of its meaning and purpose-namely, the calling into a personal, responsible relationship with the Creator, which is granted only to man-can come into conflict with another side of its meaning and purposenamely, the created relationship between wedlock and parenthood. There can be no argument here about the fact of this conflict-at least in the simple form here described. For once impregnation has taken place it is no longer a question of whether the persons concerned have responsibility for a possible parenthood; they have become parents.
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We must notice briefly, in response to Joseph Donceel, S.J., that if Thomas Aquinas had been aware of the biological advances to which we have adverted above, namely, that the fertilized ovum is biologically a living organism of the human species with the intrinsic capability of developing into a mature human person, it is reasonable to conclude that he would not have held the Aristotelian theory of mediate or delayed animation. Further, it seems reasonable to judge that the human zygote as we understand it today with DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) and RNA (ribonucleic acid) would in Thomas' understanding eminently satisfy as having the organized matter required for the infusion of a human spiritual soul. In the light of recent advances in molecular biology, what did Thomas see as present in the embryo of forty days that is not present actually in the zygote as we understand it today?
Granted that at the start of pregnancy there is not as yet a fully developed human body; it is also true that at the eighty-day stage, and a fortiori at the forty-day stage, there is not as yet a fully developed human body. According to contemporary molecular biology, it becomes increasingly clear that the newly formed ovum is a highly organized, dynamic, and complex cell, which needs only the proper nourishment and environment to develop into a fully developed human being. Indeed, in the first few days of its existence the human zygote provides its own nourishment. There is no qualitative difference between the human zygote and the human embryo at the forty-day or eighty-day stage.
Based on recent scientific advances, therefore, it does not seem unreasonable to maintain that the human zygote is a sufficiently organized unit to be a human person with a human body that is in process of continuous evolutionary development from the inside toward full development. Rather, then, than say it is "an actual human soul joined to a virtual human body," it would be proper to say that it is an actual human person with a body whose fall development is already in dynamic process. Rudolph Joseph Gerber, in his scholarly study of the origin of the individual man, comes to the same conclusion:
Genetic DNA might be considered as a strong indication of immediate animation. These chemical patterns perform a unique role in cellular economy which St. Thomas and his contemporaries could not have discovered. As the chief functional unit of genetic material, DNA determines the basic architecture of every cell, the nature and life of all cells, the specific protein syntheses, enzyme formation, self-reproduction, and directly or indirectly, the nature of the developing individual.
It would be interesting to see how Aristotle, Thomas, and Avicenna would react to learning that the egg is not a mass of homogeneous menstrual blood but a precise blueprint of the later human adult. It seems safe to surmise that their preference for postponing the advent of the rational soul derived mainly from their understandably meager knowledge of embryology and genetics. Had they been provided with the discoveries of the past several years, it is not unthinkable that they would have altered their standing on the succession of lower forms and seen good reason to believe that, in normal cases, the substantial form of rationality, the human soul, would be present in the zygote from the very first moment of fertilization.
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In the current critical discussion on the medical, legal, and ethicaltheological problems of abortion it would be a disservice to exaggerate the importance of the precise moment when the fruit of a married couple's love becomes a human person. In the United States currently there are many differing shades of thought among the proponents of liberalized state abortion laws. Some of these go so far as to advocate abortion whether the fetus is a living person or not. Others make their own a crude nonscientific biology and claim that the fetus before birth is just another part of the mother's body.
In discussing the ethicians' views whether or not from conception a truly human person begins to exist and whether the direct taking of human life is always wrong, the published report based on the proceedings of the International Conference on Abortion explains briefly some of the differing judgments:
The reasons offered for rejecting this approach are many and various. To many the arguments underlying it, however logical, are arid and unreal, contrary to the common testimony of mankind. If the fetus is to be defined, these critics believe, it would be reasonable to affirm that "essentially" it may be regarded as a part of the woman's body; or even if a separate entity, as a coherent system of unrealized capacities rather than as a person.
Other critics of the natural-law approach believe that regardless of the status of the fetus, the rights assigned to it should not be automatically regarded as absolute, superior to all the other rights and values which may be present in the special circumstances which give rise to requests for abortion.
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Those who would claim that the fetus is just another part of the mother's body seem to be ignoring biological facts that have been known for centuries, namely, that the fetus has its own brain, its own heart, its own circulatory system, etc. It is good to see that the State of California, which is one of the states with liberalized abortion laws in its courts, recognizes that at least sometime before birth the infant is considered a human person. The following press report for September 25, 1969, described a recent case:
It is murder to kill an unborn child capable of living if bom prematurely, a California appeals court ruled last week. "We are satisfied that a fetus which has reached the stage of viability is a human being for the purposes of California homicide statutes," the Third District Court ruled 3-0.
"Viability" was defined for the case in this way: "given normal development through the first seven months of intrauterine life, a premature infant is expected to live." 6 The defendant's attorney petitioned that the murder prosecution against his client be stopped because the law does not consider an unborn fetus a human being. The court unanimously denied this petition.
Similarly, it would be a disservice to exaggerate the importance of precisely how our heavenly Father brings about the animation of the two human persons who develop as identical twins. Again we are in an area of mystery, and it seems to me that we cannot rule out the possibility that the animation of the second twin results from the immediate creation of his human soul just at the moment of division into two identical twins. The identical-twin difficulty is hardly decisive in determining that hominization occurs after conception, except in the case of one of the identical twins. Rudolph Joseph Gerber explains the matter this way:
Identical twins spring from one ovum fecundated by one sperm, and the ensuing zygote for some unknown reason splits into two distinct entities. This permanent cleavage occurs in an early stage of development. Since it is metaphysically impossible for the soul to undergo the trauma of division, a second soul must be introduced by supporters of immediate animation. But in this event, there is no possible way of determining what material part of the divided germen is commensurately predisposed to receive the original soul and what part is to receive the newly-created one.
Nonetheless, some believe that it is relatively easy to explain the origin of the second soul. The individual rational soul, assuming it to be present from the first, remains in one of the separated parts, though it is not possible to determine in which. When the other part of the egg is fully separated from information by the first soul, a new soul is created and infused instantaneously for this second twin. There is no disproportion between form and matter in either case, because the division of the embryo into two parts implies that each part is equally formed and equally able to develop into a human person. It appears, then, that the argument from didymology is no absolute indication that the rational soul cannot be infused at the moment of fertilization.
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My own personal evaluation of the evidence presented by modem molecular biology, especially within the past thirty years, and by philosophical discussions that have taken place over the many centuries of developing Christian thought, guided also by my studies and understanding of developing Christian theology, is that normally the human person certainly exists in the human zygote from the first moment of conception. But I can also appreciate how another, reviewing the same literature and doing similar or deeper studies, could be in a state of doubt about the precise moment when the new individual begins to exist as a human person. The identical-twin difficulty might lead to this doubt, bolstered maybe by the possible but remote future difficulties of human cloning and human "mosaics."
Still, I do not see how anyone can assign any other moment in the development of the fetus without doing so arbitrarily. And I cannot see how anyone can simply be certain on the evidence presented, especially in the last thirty years, that the human person normally does not exist in the human zygote from the first moment of conception.
For the remainder of this article, on the basis of the evidence and reasoning we have already presented, we shall consider that the opinion which maintains the new human person to be present in the human zygote from the first moment of conception is at least solidly probably true. Whoever, therefore, deliberately and directly causes an abortion in self or in another is choosing an action involving danger of taking an innocent human life. In the remainder of this article, therefore, unless otherwise indicated, abortion is understood as either the deliberate and direct killing of the fetus in the womb from the moment of conception or the deliberate and direct ejection of the fetus from the womb after conception and before viability.
Helmut Thielicke shares with us another relevant insight into the whole problem of abortion. Where he speaks about the couple becoming parents at the moment of impregnation, he adds:
It is important, to be sure, that we should always see this problem from the point of view of the destruction of human life, but certainly we should not think only of the life of the nascent child, but also of the status of the already existent parenthood. This status means that the "office" of fatherhood and motherhood has been entrusted to the parents and that they are now enclosed in that circle of duties which obligates them to preserve that which has been committed to them, but also endowed with a blessing which is to be received in gratitude and trust-even though it be gratitude expressed with trembling and a trust that is won through struggle. This makes it clear that here it is not a question... whether a proffered gift can be reasonably accepted, but rather whether an already bestowed gift can be spumed, whether one dares to brush aside the arm of God after this arm has already been outstretched.
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This consideration he sees properly as true in the theory of mediate as well as of immediate hominization. This reasoning I accept also as my own. In this same context it would be well at least to advert to the theological controversy that surrounds the whole question of the salvation of unbaptized infants, including unbaptized fetuses, whether spontaneously or deliberately aborted. It should give responsible pause to any Christian who is contemplating a deliberate abortion of her child to realize that a respectable theological judgment maintains the necessity of baptism for the supernatural salvation of infants.
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It is somewhat consoling also to note that strictly there is no simply unwanted child. Before each one of us was born, our parents could not have known us specifically as the unique person we really are. Our mother and father, therefore, could not have wanted us as the unique person each of us really is. In general, they could have wanted a child, or a boy or a girl. But our heavenly Father in creating each new human person chooses specifically the person who is to be. Before conception He knows the specific person He chooses to create. He creates him because He loves him and specifically wills him to be. Our Father may not want the circumstances under which man has put together the sperm and ovum, but once He has committed Himself to procreate when man has disposed the matter in the procreative process, He does specifically choose the unique person to be created. As Scripture reports that Yahweh told Jeremiah, "Before I formed you in the womb I knew you" (Jer 1:5).
THE LIVING VOICE OF OUR FATHER'S REVELATION
Before proceeding to an explanation of the official teaching of the Roman Catholic Church, I would like to investigate what Scripture has to say about truths relevant to this question of abortion. The passages from the Old and the New Testaments which I shall cite are not meant in any way to exhaust those relevant to the question. They are merely some texts to bring out the ideas I am trying to express.
In its own way Scripture significantly lays stress on the following truths: the dignity of man and the sacredness of human life; that in creating each new human person our heavenly Father knows and chooses and loves specifically the unique person who is to be; that our Father alone has the power of life and death; that our Father by His laws protects the lives especially of the innocent and just; that there is a big difference between the killing of the innocent and the killing of one who has done something criminal; that there is also a big difference between accidental and deliberate killing of the innocent. My reason for referring to these texts of Scripture is to point out that some exceptions to the prohibition against killing are indicated in Scripture, but that none of them could be used reasonably to justify the deliberate taking of the innocent life of the human fetus. Also, when I make reference to the acceptance and approval by Christ of the Old Testament commandment "You shall not kill," I mean to understand it only in a minimal sense. When our Lord approved of that commandment, He was approving of it at least in so far as it was saying "You shall not kill the innocent and the just." That interpretation is sufficient for the purposes of this article.
Finally, Scripture recognizes that not all killing of human persons is deliberate. The killing could have occurred accidentally and been completely without fault:
Yahweh spoke to Moses and said: "You are to select towns which you will make into cities of refuge where a man who has killed accidentally may find sanctuary If he has manhandled his victim by chance, without malice, or thrown some missile at him not meaning to hit him, or without seeing him dropped a stone on him capable of causing death and so killed him, so long as he bore him no malice and wished him no harm, then the community must decide in accordance with these rules between the one who struck the blow and the avenger of blood In any case of homicide, the evidence of witnesses must determine whether the murderer is to be put to death; but the evidence of a single witness is not sufficient to uphold a capital charge." (Nm 35:9-30) Then Moses set apart three cities to the east, beyond the Jordan, where a man might find refuge who had killed his fellow unwittingly and with no previous feud against him. (Dt 4:41-43) Yahweh said to Joshua: "Speak to the Israelites and say to them: 'Choose the cities of refuge of which I spoke to you through Moses, towns where a man who has killed accidentally, unwittingly, may find sanctuary; they are to be your refuge from the avenger of blood
The man who has killed must remain in that town until he has appeared for judgment before the community.'" (Jos 20:1-6) I cite these texts to show that Scripture is fully aware that accidental deaths to the innocent and just can occur without fault. But one who deliberately and directly intends to cause an abortion cannot be said to do so "accidentally" or "unwittingly."
As we move now from the explicit witness of our Father's revelation into the witness of our Father's Church, I would like to delineate how the one grew out of the other. Respect and love for children in particular was demonstrated and inculcated by our Lord Himself when He taught that "Anyone who welcomes this little child in my name welcomes me" (Lk 9:48). "People brought little children to Him, for Him to lay His hands on them and say a prayer. The disciples turned them away, but Jesus said: 'Let the little children alone, and do not stop them coming to me, for it is to such as these that the kingdom of heaven belongs.' Then He laid His hands on them" (Mt 19:13-15).
That this respect and recognition was extended to the unborn child is indicated by the events surrounding the births of John the Baptist and of our Lord Himself (Lk 1:1-45). John was to be filled with the Holy Spirit even from his mother's womb; and shortly after the An-nunciation and the conception of our Lord, Mary was greeted as the mother "of my Lord." David Granfield expresses this thought very well when he writes in comment on the above passage:
The compelling precedent of the unborn Christ and the unborn Baptist gave this commandment [of Christian charity] a new and uterine dimension. The Gospel story is simple, a retelling of the conversation of two pregnant women. Mary, shortly after she conceived, visited her cousin Elizabeth, who was finishing the second trimester. At the salutation of Mary, who was "with child of the Holy Spirit," the six-month old fetus in the womb of Elizabeth "leapt for joy." Elizabeth explains this unusual fetal reaction: the embryo, the fruit of Mary's womb, was "blessed" because it was "the Lord." Henceforward, future generations would recognize the dignity of the unborn child. In its penal legislation before the time of Gratian, i.e., from the early Councils of Elvira and Ancyra at the beginning of the fourth century up to the middle of the twelfth century, commonly enough no distinction was made between the animated and the unanimated fetus. But during those years especially immediately preceding Gratian's Concordia discordantium canonum, popularly known as Gratian's Decretum, published in 1140, not all were saying the same thing on important details. Some even seemed to be identifying sterilization and contraception along with abortion as murder.
Gratian's Decretum became the model for ecclesiastical legislation and interpretation for the next five centuries, including the Decretals of Pope Gregory IX (1234). Although he does not say when the fetus is formed, he does maintain that the one who causes an abortion before the soul is in the body is not a murderer. Penalties were assessed according to the degree of fetal formation. New terms entered the discussion: "quasi murder" and "quasi homicide." All abortion was judged to be murder, but the destruction of an unformed fetus was only "quasi murder." Pope Sixtus V, by his Constitution Effraenatam, changed that situation and in so doing clarified the canonical and pastoral picture briefly for three years beginning in 1588. By this legislation he imposed an automatic excommunication reserved to the Holy See for the actual destruction of a formed or unformed fetus. In 1591 his successor Pope Gregory XIV, by his Constitution Sedes apostolica, limited the excommunication exclusively to the destruction of the animated fetus. The punishment for the killing of the unanimated fetus was a grave penance on the occasion of absolution from the grave sin. This remained the legislation in the Church for the next three centuries, until the Constitution Apostolicae sedis promulgated by Pope Pius IX on October 12, 1869.
Since Pope Gregory XIV did not define the precise moment of animation, the question remained dependent upon the evidence science offered. Since canon law and theology always strive to base their directives and insights on the best relevant science of the time, the authors with great unanimity held to the common norm: the fortieth day after conception for males, the eightieth for females. Today we recognize that those previous centuries were centuries of crude biological understanding of the zygote's nature and fetus development. It was inevitable that man should break out of that crude situation, but it happened gradually. Scientific advances, theological discussions, and magisterial directives of a doctrinal nature co-operated together to make the nineteenth century a century of transition. By the beginning of the twentieth century the living voice of the Church was speaking a rather clear message of the Father's truth, with few dissenting opinions in theory and none in practice. To understand how this developed we must call brief attention to what transpired before and into the nineteenth century.
It was not until toward the end of the seventeenth century, when the microscope began to be developed into an efficient instrument, that the early stages of the embryo could be studied effectively. True, Arantius had already shown in the sixteenth century that the maternal and fetal blood circulations were separate, neither continuous nor contiguous. But ovarian follicles were first described by de Graaf only in 1672; and human spermatozoa were seen by Hamm and Leeuwenhoek only in 1677. Even then the true significance of the sperm and the ovum was not understood.
Spallanzani and Wolff demonstrated in the eighteenth century that both the female ovum and the male sperm were necessary for the initiation of human development, which occurred through progressive growth and differentiation. In the 1820's Von Baer's work established the foundation for the biologist's knowledge of the germ layers in embryos. In the 1830's Schleiden and Schwann formulated the cell theory. This knowledge that the adult body is composed entirely of cells and cell products paved the way for a realization of the basic fact that the body of the new individual is developed from a single cell, the cell formed by the union in fertilization of a germ cell contributed by the male parent with a germ cell contributed by the female parent. This knowledge was somewhat crystallized in Wilhelm His's work The Anatomy of Human Embryos, published in 1880.
14 Especially with these advances in the science of biology, it became more and more apparent that Aristotle's judgment of the fortieth day of gestation for the hominization of the male and the eightieth day for the hominization of the female was arbitrary and unsupported by modem scientific advance. There seemed to be no scientific reason for distinguishing between the male and female as far as hominization is concerned, and no scientific reason for choosing precisely the fortieth or eightieth day for the hominization of a new individual. As the true significance of the earlier stages of fetal development became better understood, it became more apparent also that hominization might well occur earlier, even at the moment of conception.
In the field of theology there were various conflicting opinions maintaining or rejecting the liceity of expelling the nonviable living fetus before or after viability by way of exception, and maintaining or rejecting the immediate hominization of the human fetus.
A few individual theologians had sponsored the opinion that it was permissible, in order to save the life of the mother, either to expel the fetus after animation and before viability or to perform a craniotomy. This never became the common opinion of theologians. Lehmkuhl is an example of a nineteenth-century theologian who at one time sponsored craniotomy. In the later editions of his work he admitted that he had been mistaken, "And in truth," he said, "the reasons which I adduced were specious rather than truly convincing. For the truth is that the fetus himself is primarily and per se the object of attack, just as is a person whom another might strike with a mortal wound.... This, as anyone can see, is a direct killing, and intrinsically evil."
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Before the time of Alphonsus Liguori some theologians, e.g., Sanchez, who rejected the opinion that the animated fetus may ever be expelled directly, did maintain that in their opinion, for a grave cause, especially to save the life of the mother, it was permissible to expel a certainly unformed fetus.
16 Liguori himself gives a succinct summary of the theological picture of abortion as it appeared to him at the end of the eighteenth century:
It is certain that to expel a fetus, even though it be inanimate, is per se a mortal sin; and the person guilty of it is responsible for homicide... because, although he does not destroy a human life, yet his act has a close causal connection with preventing a human life. The question is raised whether, when a mother is in an extreme illness, it is lawful to give her medicine whose direct effect is to expel the inanimate fetus. One opinion says it is. But a second opinion more commonly held says that, while it is lawful for the mother to take medicines whose direct effect is to cure the illness, even though indirectly the fetus be thereby expelled, yet it is not lawful to take medicine for the direct purpose of expelling the fetus And it will not do to say that an inanimate fetus is part of the mother; for the answer is that the fetus does not form part of the body of the mother, but is a distinct human individual in an early stage of development. of the person, etc. Many of these attempts have been very thoughtful and thought-provoking and a significant contribution to ongoing positive development. In general, these published discussions are asking questions but not giving answers that can be reduced to practice.
In the area of abortion some new questions are being asked and some new tentative answers are being suggested, but none of them can legitimately be reduced to practice. The authors are offering their suggestions for theoretical consideration and discussion and not immediately for use in practice-if indeed they ever will be usable in practice.
In 1965 Catholic teaching on abortion is not based on a clarity of vision which reveals the answer to all relevant theoretical questions. But it is based on sufficiently solid foundation for it to maintain in practice that all direct abortion, whether as a means or as an end in itself, is contrary to divine law and admits of no exceptions. It is based on and flows from the truths communicated to man by our heavenly Father-on the human dignity and fundamental right to life of every human person made in the image and likeness of God; it flows from the divine and Christian commandments of love and respect for our fellow man. In an age when men are reaching a renewed and deepening insight into the true dignity of every human person, the relaxing of moral and civil laws against abortion would represent a retrogression of man's respect for his fellow man and a retrogression of Christian morals.
Today there are special causes, social evils, that prompt individual men and women to clamor for the right to have an abortion and for the relaxation of civil laws against abortion. I should not finish this moral evaluation of direct abortion without making a plea that all men should co-operate in a realistic way to try to bring about an end to these social evils and thereby to remove many of the causes leading to the seeking of abortion.
In carious health, or who is very poor, or who already has more children than she can care for; a mother in a troubled frame of mind, an unmarried mother, a woman raped or involved in incest. Moved by such sympathy and compassion, the Church rejoices that modem science and medicine, sociology and psychology have achieved remarkable new ways of preserving health, well-being, and life itself. She encourages the State and private agencies to make positive efforts to help troubled mothers and to remove the evils that often are the occasion for desiring abortion. Every effort should be made to help the poor and to redeem them from helplessness, frustration and despair. Efforts should be made to afford better care for defective children and to advise and support their families. Sympathy and help should be given to unmarried mothers. Their children should be sheltered from stigmas and provided with institutional or private homes. Agencies for social service should be provided, especially for women for whom a new pregnancy creates painful burdens. Families should be helped through education for family living, counseling, family allowances, employment opportunities. By positive action, society should show respect for the sanctity of life and strive to enhance the quality of life for all.
"Who is ignorant that the hand of the Lord has made all these things? He holds in His power the soul of every living thing, and the breath of each man's body" (Jb 12:9-10).
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